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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed July 8, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. On pages 3-4 applicant argues that Honjo (US 5,787,225) in view of 
Nakajo (US 6,925,042) in further view of Proidl (US 6,961 ,51 0) in further view of Oguro 
(US 5,784,518) fails to disclose, suggest, or teach the following limitation "a control unit 
configured to control the expansion unit, when the high speed reproduction key is 
operated the compressed video and audio data for a number of frames corresponding 
to the n-fold speed, alternating with reproducing the compressed video and audio data 
in one of a normal speed and a two-fold speed for a predetermined number of frames" 
as recited in Claim 1 . It is taught by Oguro in Column 1 Lines 10-32 performs A-fold 
high speed reproduction wherein A is an integer 2 or above. Additionally, applicant 
argues that the prior art of record does not show alternating between speeds; however, 
in Figure 14a-b shows a video stream that is being processed in varying A fold speeds. 
Furthermore, the alternating of reproduction speeds and frames as the video data is 
searched and compared will alternate speeds as disclosed in Column 2 Lines 19-47. 
Although, all of applicants points are understood the examiner can not agree and 
therefore the rejection is maintained. 
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